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Open Letter From The President... 


To My Colleagues: 


At the outset, may I express my appreciation for your vote of confidence 
in selecting me as your President for the current year. As you all know, 
Howard Holladay of Emporia State was elected President for 1957-58 at the 
annual spring conference last April in Lawrence. The unexpected occurred 
when Howard left for a new position in California this fall. When I was 
chosen to fill the vacancy thus created, perhaps my greatest enthusiasm came 
from the knowledge that my colleagues in the Kansas Speech Association 
are dedicated people—that together we can actually do things this year, not 
just talk about them. 


But doing means participating, and participating means all of the mem- 
bership—not just the officers. Please help us to plan and to sponsor the 
projects and services which you feel are most important for better speech 
education in Kansas. If you are not already a member of the Kansas Speech 
Association, your first responsibility is to join our ranks. Eugene Spangler of 
the University of Wichita, our Secretary-Treasurer, is waiting to hear from 
you. Dues are $2.50 for regular membership or $5.00 for sustaining mem- 
bership. If you are already a member, then let us hear from you early and 
often as the activities of the year unfold. I pledge my unstinting efforts in 
behalf of the Association, but no one can do more for our common cause 
than you. 


Loy, President 
College High School, Pittsburg 
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Special Problems In Preparing Bor Debates 


On The 1957 High School Topic 
By Kim Girrin 


University of Kansas 


“RESOLVED, that direct United States economic aid to individual coun- 
tries should be limited to technical assistance and disaster relief.” The pur- 
pose of the following remarks is not to indicate all the problems which a 
coach has in working with debaters on this topic. Rather, the purpose is to 
indicate special problems which this topic seems to pose. 


Three problems seer to arise in attempting to debate this topic. The 
first is that of terminology. Debaters always have some difficulty with the 
terminology of debate topics; however, it will probably be your experience 
that terminology will give you more trouble than usual in debating this 
topic. Second, because there are actually two variables in this debate topic— 
discontinuing direct aid in certain forms and also continuing it in the form 
of technical assistance and disaster relief—you will find that it is especially 
easy to be inconsistent, both on the affirmative and the negative. The third 
special problem will be that of the indefinite or vague position of the op- 
posing team with respect to one or the other of these two variables. 

(A) Let us take a closer look at the terms of the question: In our col- 
lege debating last year, we found that “Direct Economic Aid” could most 
easily be defined by taking each of the three words separately. By “direct” 
is meant from one government to another government; by “economic” is 
meant the exclusion of military aid; by “aid” is meant loans, grants, materi- 
als, and/or services. One additional note; after a month or so of initial con- 
fusion, most of the debaters last year seemed to agree that “military aid” 
is outside of the topic of “economic aid.” This distinction follows budget 
category divisions used by the United States Department of State. 

“Should be limited” means to discontinue all forms of economic aid 
(except technical assistance and disaster relief). 

“Technical assistance” refers to advice and demonstration of techniques 
of production and distribution of goods and/or services (for example, in 
agriculture, sanitation, etc.). 

“Disaster relief” seems to be a technical term referring to the Presidential 
emergency fund. In the past, this has generally been used to combat the 
effects of flood, famine, etc. In general, this term has been used to indicate 
an effort to combat the effects of a disaster after it has happened. In my 
opinion, it would be an error to define “disaster relief” as an effort to com- 
bat a possible political maneuver by an unfriendly foreign country. In fact, 
I doubt that you should think of “disaster relief” as a political weapon. 
However, it would also seem that an affirmative team might interpret “dis- 
aster relief” to mean a much more extensive program than the Presidential 
emergency fund as it is currently employed. 

It readily can be seen that the terminology used in this debate topic is 
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cre a speCMl probleiP for coathes and debaters during the com. 


ing season. 

(B) The second problem which I outlined previously is that of incon. 
sistency. It is important that debaters realize that this year’s question js 
negatively worded; that is, it requests that a certain type of action cease. It 
also should be noted that it requests that a highly similar type of action he 
continued. Unless debaters very carefully consider these two concepis, they 
very easily may find themselves internally inconsistent. 

An affirmative team might do four things which would be ranked as 
inconsistency: 

(1) The debaters might very likely wish to indict direct economic aid 
as being a waste of money. Having done this well, they would then find 
themselves inconsistent when they argue that direct aid in the form of tech- 
nical assistance is necessary and good. 

(2) It is conceivable that an affirmative team might advocate that United 
Nations’ aid is better than direct economic aid. In so doing, they must re- 
member that they also need to argue that United Nations technical assistance 
will not do the job. 

(3) An affirmative team might argue that direct economic aid antag- 
onizes jealousies between recipient foreign countries. They would then have 
the problem of trying to prove that direct aid in the form of technical as- 
sistance works very well. 

(4) Very likely, an affirmative team will argue that U.S. “strings” on 
direct economic aid make offers of Russian aid more attractive to potential 
allies. After they have argued thus, they will still have to find a way of ree- 
onciling it with their argument that direct aid in the form of technical as- 
sistance is attractive and workable. 

The negative team likewise can find themselves in trouble. They may 
find themselves offering at least two types of conflicting arguments. 

(1) It is entirely likely that a negative team will argue that direct eco- 
nomic aid is necessary and desirable. As soon as they have done this, they 
may be faced with a problem of showing that direct aid in the form of tech- 
nical assistance is unnecessary and undesirable. 

(2) A negative team may very likely argue that U.N. aid is unworkable 
because Russia is a member of the U.N. After they have done this they 
should beware of arguing that technical aid and disaster relief should be 
given through the U.N. 

The possible inconsistencies outlined above lead me to believe that there 
will be excellent opportunities for high school debaters to turn the tables on 
each other during their debates this coming year. 

(C) The third problem which I would like to mention is that of the in- 
definite opposition. 1 foresee great difficulty in ascertaining precisely where 
one’s opponents stand on direct economic aid—on technical assistance—on 
disaster relief—on U.N. aid. If teams make a special effort both on the 
affirmative and on the negative to make their stands exceedingly clear on 
(1) technical assistance and disaster relief and (2) on those forms of eco- 
nomic aid other than technical aid and disaster relief, the judge may not 
have too much trouble discovering which way the debate is trying to go. 
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teams do not make this special effort, honwill very likely conclude that they 
went “that-a-way.” 

Let me give you a concrete example: Let us suppose that the first af- 
firmative argues that direct economic aid is bad, that it is wasteful and hurts 
US. foreign relations. (Note that nothing at all is said about direct technical 
assistance and disaster relief.) The first negative then takes the stand and, 
because he believes that his best strategy lies in arguing for a U.N. aid pro- 
gram, he also argues that direct economic aid is bad (agreeing with the first 
affirmative). Confusion here is increased in the mind of the judge because 
the first negative actually says it better than the first affirmative. 


Now, suppose the second affirmative takes the floor and argues that tech- 
nical aid and disaster relief are both necessary and workable. (He says 
nothing about the fact that technical aid and disaster relief are actually forms 
of direct economic aid—an over-all program which was previously indicted 
by his colleague.) Then the second negative speaker arises and argues that 
the need for technical aid and disaster relief could be met by the U.N. aid 
program. 


At this point, the judge is thoroughly confused. To some extent, so is 
the first negative rebuttal speaker. However, since he is anxious to do noth- 
ing which will further confuse the debate, he gets up and essentially argues 
what he did when he first took the stand, that is, that direct economic aid 
is bad. 

Now the first affirmative rebuttal speaker comes to the platform and 
makes @ rather fecble attempt to clarify the issues. He argues that, in general, 
the U.N. aid program is a good idea, but that direct technical assistance and 
disaster relief are necessary. 

If we are lucky, here is where the debate really begins. We still have ten 
minutes in which to talk sense. However, pity the poor, unlucky judge who 
listens to two teams continue to chase each other around the barn without 
ever grasping the relationship between their two stands. 


Please note: the arguments which I put into the mouths of these debaters 
seem to me to be entirely predictable; that is, it is quite reasonable to ex- 
pect that these are things which they might say. However, if it is reasonable 
to expect them to say these things, it is also reasonable to expect confusion 
in the mind of the listener. Looking back over the arguments which ] have 
had these hypothetical debaters present, we note that so far both teams have 
said: (1) Direct economic aid is bad (2) U:N. aid is good and (3) technical 
assistance and disaster relief are necessary and workable. In this example, 
the point of conflict, if any at all, would appear with only ten minutes of 
debate left and it would be precisely this: The need for and workability of 
direct technical aid and disaster relief. 

I have tried to present for your thinking three important problems which 
this year’s debate topic poses for both debaters and coaches. They are not 
simple, but good teams will be able to solve them. In so doing, they will win 
just rewards, which are part of the fun of debating. Give these problems 
careful thought, and you will find that such investment will return rich 


dividends. 


4 
{ 
| 


The 5 High School. 
Debate Coach 


By Nets Havens 
Hutchinson High School 


So you are going to coach debate for the firsi time. Let me congratulaic 
you. It can be a rewarding experience. Let me also warn you. You'll never 
be the same person again. 

Either the administration thought debate ought to be started in their 
school and asked you to do the job, or you requested the chance to try to 
start debate, or you inherited a debate program. The latter could be any 
size. 

You may or may not have a regularly scheduled class for debate. 1, per- 
sonally, would not hesitate to tell administrators that a debate program with- 
out a regularly scheduled class-time will not succeed. This has been, and is 
being, proven in our state every year. 

There are several publications you need to know about as a coach of de- 
bate. The first is the andbook of the State High School Activities Associ- 
ation. Your principal has a copy, the 1957-58 edition—don’t read the old 
one. You may get a copy from Miss Wanda May Vinson, Kansas State High 
School Activities Association, 1300 Topeka Blvd., Topeka, Kansas. 

Second, you need a monthly copy of the journal of the same organization. 
The principal and every coach in your school gets a copy. You may get yours 
by writing to the same address. This bulletin contains many items concern- 
ing speech, but especially the vital information about where debate tourna- 
ments and clinics are held. 

Then you need to pay your entry fee to this organization. If your school 
is going to debate, you must pay this fee ($5.00) to the state association 
before you will be allowed to enter any invitational tournament. 

The sources of material plague 4 novice coach. It need not bother any- 
one this year since there is an abundance of material. The K.U. Extension 
Library will send you a full list of the material they have, complete with 
price list. Some of their material is free. Some of it includes periodicals they 
can buy at quantity rates. 

The clinics, run by our state activities association, offer material, or you 
may write to the college debate coaches who served as consultants for these 
clinics. Dr. Kim Giffin of K.U. would offer you his suggestions. 


The traveling debate clinic of Emporia State College offers help to your — 


debaters. Write to Mr. Jim Trent, debate coach at Emporia State for help 
concerning this clinic. 

Your congressman, the government printing office, each weck’s issues 
of current periodicals, nationally known newspapers, and any library you 
can get to, will be an aid to you. 

Watch the state activities journal for the invitational tournament sched- 
ule. If you wish to attend a tournament but haven't received an invitation, 


*6° 


‘ 


| 

| 

= | 


write the school and ask for one. Most invitations go out three to four wecks 
ahead of time. Some tournaments allow only limited entries. 


If your school is completely new in debate, it would be wise to write well 
in advance to each tournament director asking for an invitation. 


Note that invitational tournaments do not necessarily follow all rules in 
the state activities association handbook. The rules that apply to invita- 
tional tournaments must be followed, but some rules in the handbook apply 
to district and stale tournaments. Read carefully the rules sent by each in- 
vitational tournament. Ask for any clarification necessary. 


Invitational tournament directors need your help. Send in your entries 
promptly with the fee money. My school will not accept your entry without 
the money. Do not expect any refunds if you cancel out in the last week 
before the tournament. Expensive trophies will already have been ordered. 


If you do not know the exact team line-up, just list number of teams 
entered and then complete the entry after arrival. 


Be sure to send or take an eligibility list to the tournament. It is a 
requirement. 


If you wish to drop out of the tournament or change your number of en- 
tries, notify the tournament director promptly. Schedule-changing in de- 
bate is very difficult. A postcard is sufficient, but if you cancel out during 
the last weck a phone call will be appreciated by the tournament director at 
any time, day or night. I can hear 
the tournament directors say “Amen” 
as they read this. This is probably a 
director’s biggest problem—last min- 


ute dropouts or complete “no-shows.” Everything for the Stage 
Debate coaches are for the most 

part proud of the conduct of debaters Curiains, Tracks, Rigging, 

on tournament oulings in comparison Stage Lighting 


to some other groups. Debate coach- : 
es several years ago subscribed to a Auditorium, Office and 
set policy concerning tournament ac- Class Room Draperies 
tivity and student conduct. The high 
school activities association approved 
the coaches’ action. If you do not 
have a copy of the policy, I or any 


coach running a tournament would GREAT WESTERN 

be gled to cond you scopy. = - STAGE EQUIPMENT CO. 
Good luck to you, coach. Remem- 

ber, you can’t win them all. In fact 1324 Grand Avenue 

if this is your first year, jump high 

and click your heels when you win Kansas City 6 - - Missouri 

fifty per cent. 
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The University of Wichita 
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Departmen? of Speech 


A complete program for the B.A. degree with emphasis 
on Theatre Arts, Racdio-TV, Debate, Oratory, 
and Speech Education 


OPPORTUNITIFE: FOR PARTICIPATION IN... 


¥ University Theatre Productions 
¥* Operation of Radio Station KMUW (FM) 
Debate, Oratory 
%* Practice Teaching in the Wichita Schools 
¥ Graduate Level Seminars for Teachers 


Eugene Q. Hoak, Chairman 

DEPARTMENT OF SPEECH 

UNIVERSITY OF WICHITA 
Wichita 14, Kansas 


Kansas Speech Association 
William Conboy, Editor 
University of Kansas 

Lawrence, Kansas’. 


Return Postage Guaranteed (RST €LASS 


DATED MATERIAL 


| 


